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The relationship between the principals’ preferred leadership
styles and levels of implementation of Character Education Programs in
Kanawha County Schools.

INTRODUCTION
The idea of educating for character is not a new concept.

The

multitudes of early Europeans who came to this country brought with them a
strong commitment to character education and a vast array of approaches to
achieve this task (Leming, 1993; McClellan, 1992; Rhodes, 1998).

The

commitment to character education remained strong in America’s schools until
the 1940s and 1950s when subtle and indirect challenges began to distance
the schools from their traditional role in character education (Brooks &
Goble, 1997; McClellan).

The 1960s gave rise to a phenomena known as

personalism in which the worth, autonomy, and subjectivity of the individual
became the most important topics of the day (Lickona, 1993).

Finally, with

America quickly becoming a more heterogeneous and increasingly secular
society, the question became whose values or character should be taught
(Benning & Wynne, 1998; Berreth & Scherer, 1993; Brooks & Goble, 1997;
Etzioni, 1998; Lickona).
Character education returned to the classroom curriculum in the 1970s
in the form of values clarification.

Values clarification did raise student

consciousness about some important issues and it encouraged them to think
about what they felt and how they acted upon those feelings (Brooks & Goble,
1997; Leming, 1993).

Brooks & Goble stated that values clarification

trivialized questions with important ethical issues.

The 1980s and 1990s

have seen a return of the character education movement, one which makes good
character a desired outcome of schools (Lickona, 1993; Rhodes, 1998).
In order for a character education program to succeed, the principal
must view the program as important and convince the staff members of its
importance.

Northouse (1997) states that the principal of the school sets
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the vision or the direction in which the staff members will move towards.
In order for the school to achieve its goals, the principal must set the
example (DePree, 1988; Ryan, 1995; Williams, 1993).
The purpose of this study was to explore the dependent variable of
character education and its level of implementation in Kanawha County
Schools as it relates to the independent variable, leadership styles, of the
87 school principals.
BACKGROUND
A Historical Perspective of Character Education
Character education has been an integral component of the educational
process throughout history (Leming, 1993; Lickona, 1993; McClellan, 1992;
Rhodes, 1998), with two goals: to help people become educated and to help
them become moral citizens (Lickona).

Character education has been part of

the school training in America since the first schools were begun in the
early part of the 16th century (Leming; McClellan).

The origin of the word

character is from the Greek, meaning to mark or to engrave, and is
associated with the writings of Plato, Aristotle and other philosophers
(Benning & Wynne, 1998).
Early colonists in America became concerned about the character of
their children (McClellan, 1992).

In 1647, the Ould Deluder Satan law was

enacted in Massachusetts (Alexander & Alexander, 1997; McClellan), which
required towns of more than 50 householders to chose a teacher to instruct
children in reading and writing.

Towns of 100 householders were to

establish grammar schools with the idea of preparing students for higher
education (Alexander & Alexander; McClellan).

Alexander & Alexander claim

this was to ensure educated leaders who would maintain Christian values in
the new world.

The founders of both Harvard and William and Mary believed

that educated leaders and clergymen would set the moral tone of society
(McClellan).

Around the time of the American Revolution university students

began thinking more of world politics (McClellan), and as a result the
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teaching of character was left up to the elementary or grammar schools
(McClellan).

In the 19th century as fathers began to increasingly work away

from home, the responsibility for teaching the child lessons of good
character were left up to the mother (McClellan).

Society felt that the

education of young school children should be handled by women, since they
were viewed as more nurturing and better equipped to deliver lessons of good
character (McClellan).
began referring
character.

Women’s magazines and popular literature of the time

to a woman’s duty and responsibility to shape a child’s

The following quote sums up the thinking of the time:

“You have a child on your knee. Listen a moment. Do you know what
that child is? It is an immortal being, destined to live forever! It
is destined to be happy or miserable! And who is to make it happy or
miserable? You-the mother! You who gave it birth, the mother of its
body, are also the mother of its soul for good or for ill. Its
character is yet undecided; its destiny is placed in your hands. That
child may be a liar. You can prevent it. It may be a drunkard. You
can prevent it. It may be a thief. You can prevent it. It may be a
murderer. You can prevent it…” (Goodrich, 1838, pp. 169-170).
Text books of the time reflected character education as well. The Bible
and books such as The New England Primer and the McGuffey’s Third Eclectic
Reader became the standard texts of the day (Brooks & Goble, 1997;
McClellan, 1992; Vincent, 1996). Readings in these texts utilized Bible
stories and other stories that taught morality, self-restraint, and good
citizenship (Brooks & Goble). In teaching children to read and spell, the
New England Primer used rhymes to help teach the alphabet:
A. Adam and Eve their God did grieve.
B. Life To mend this book [ the Bible ] attend. (And a picture of the
Bible was shown.)
C. The cat doth play, and after, slay. (Cats were not just pets in the
18th and 19th centuries, they were killers. They ate mice, and
children were not protected from this grisly information.)
D. Dogs will bite a thief at night. (This is a warning to thieves, if
not dogs.) (Brooks & Goble, 1997, pp. 11-12).
The child’s character lessons were taught at home, school and church.
Character education continued in public schools through the first part
of the 20th century.

During the late 1940s and 1950s,

a gradual shift in

educational priorities began to take place (Brooks & Goble, 1997; McClellan,
1992). The United States Supreme Court began to make a clear distinction
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between what could and could not be taught in American schools (Alexander &
Alexander, 1997).

Americans began to want more emphasis placed on academic

achievement and cognitive skills (McClellan).

College entrance scores

became the chief concern for middle class parents who wanted their children
to attend elite colleges (McClellan).

During the 1960s and 1970s, the

retreat from character education became purposeful and accelerated
(McClellan).

Several rulings by the United States Supreme Court made a

clear distinction between church and state (Alexander & Alexander; Brooks &
Goble).

The reciting of daily prayers and other religious displays were

forbidden (Alexander & Alexander).

Values clarification replaced character

education in the school curriculum (Brooks & Goble; Leming, 1993; Lickona,
1993; Vincent, 1996).

Children were given moral dilemmas and taught to

decide for themselves what was right and what was wrong in any given
situation (Leming).
In the 1980s and 1990s, American’s began to see the need to return to
the teaching of character in schools (Leming, 1993).

America’s concern over

the moral condition of American society is prompting a reevaluation of the
school’s role in teaching values (Leming; Lickona, 1993; Vincent, 1996).
This concern is evident when reading William Kilpatrick’s 1992 book Why
Johnny Can’t Tell Right From Wrong.

In this book, Kilpatrick contrasts the

concerns of 1940 classroom teachers with those of 1990:
“Compare what classroom teachers identified as the greatest threats to
the educational process in 1940 and today. First on the list in 1940
was talking out of turn, today it is drug abuse. The number two
concern in 1940 was chewing gum, today it is alcohol abuse. Number
three in 1940 was making noise, number three today is pregnancy. The
fourth most pressing problem in 1940 was running in the halls, today
it is suicide. Fifth, sixth, and seventh on the list in 1940 were
getting out of line, wearing improper clothing, and not putting paper
in the wastebasket, today they are rape, robbery, and assault” (100).
Defining Character Education
Character education, as presented by Brooks & Goble, 1997; Lickona,
1993; Vincent, 1996, is based on the six pillars of modern character
education: trustworthiness, respect, responsibility, caring, justice &
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fairness, citizenship. The following 11 principles serve as criteria that
schools can use to plan a character education effort and to evaluate books,
programs, and other curriculum materials (Lewis, Lickona, Schaps, 1995).

Principle 1.

Character education must promote core ethical values,

such as the six pillars, as the basis of good character.

A school that is

committed to character education names and stands for these values.

Principle 2.

Character must be comprehensively defined to include

thinking, feeling, and behavior.

The job of character education is to help

the student know and value the good.

Principle 3.
comprehensive.

Students must also act upon the good.

Effective character is intentional, proactive, and

The core values of character education must be promoted in

all phases of school life.

Principle 4.
school community.

The school must be a caring place for all members of the
This can be achieved by helping students form caring

attachments to adults and to each other.

Principle 5.

In order to develop character, students need the

opportunity for moral action.

They need many and varied opportunities to

apply the core values of character.

Principle 6. All learners must be respected and the curriculum must be
academically challenging.

Principle 7.

Character education should strive to develop students

intrinsic motivation.

A strong inner commitment to doing what is right is

created as students develop good character.

Principle 8.

The entire school staff must become a learning and moral

community in which all share the responsibility for the character education
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program.

The staff should attempt to follow the same core values that guide

the students’ program.

Principle 9.

Character education requires moral leadership.

The

principal must champion the effort and, at least initially, a committee must
or should be formed to help with the long range planning of the program.

Principle 10.

Character building must be a community effort.

Parents

and other community members must become full members in the character
education partnership.
Principle 11.

The character education program must be evaluated.

This

evaluation should assess the character of the school, the staff’s
functioning as character educators, and the extent to which the students
exhibit good

character.

These 11 principles serve as a reference for

beginning and evaluating a character education program (Lewis, Lickona,
Schaps, 1995).

Leadership and Character Education
The implementation of the character education principles rests with the
principal (Northouse, 1997), since the principal’s leadership role is one of
influence (Northouse;

Kellerman, 1984). Northouse stated that influence is

the sine qua non of leadership and leadership is an influence process that
assists groups of individuals toward goal attainment.

For a character

education program to be successful, the principal must view the program as
important, and convince his staff members of its importance (Kellerman;
Northouse; Sergiovanni, 1994).

Theories of leadership emphasize connecting people to their work
(Sergiovanni, 1994).

School leadership is about connecting people to each

other and their work (Sergiovanni).

Kellerman (1984) has found that the use

of resources in a school or other social system depends upon the leader’s
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ability to direct the behavior of others.

Since it is the principal who

must lead the school discussion about the direction in which the school will
move (Northouse, 1997), successful implementation of a character education
program rests with the principal.

Defining Leadership

“Concepts of leadership, ideas about leadership, and leadership
practices are the subject of much thought, discussion, writing, teaching,
and learning” (DePree, 1989, p. 9).

The definition of leadership is as

numerous as the theorists who try to define the term (Bennis, 1989; DePree;
Gardner, 1990; Stogdill, 1974).

Theorists studying different aspects of

leadership and studying leadership in vastly different settings develop
their own definitions to best meet their needs (Northouse, 1997; Yukl,
1989).

There are some common themes that seem to link the varied

definitions of leadership (Yukl).

One common theme is the need for leaders to understand and be concerned
with the institutional value system (DePree, 1989).

This system sets the

standards that guide the practices of the people associated with the
institution (DePree).

In a 2 year study conducted of high level managers,

the top four responses given when asked to describe superior leadership
characteristics were honesty, competence, visionary and inspiring (Kouzes &
Posner, 1988).

A similar study conducted by American Telephone and

Telegraph concurred with the Kouzes and Posner finding

(Clarke, 1987).

The

literature is clear on what is expected of leaders by those they lead
(Clark; DePree;

Kouzes & Posner).

Kouzes and Posner indicated that leaders

must know where they are going and they must be honest.

Leaders must take a

role in creating, articulating, and bolstering civility and values (DePree).
Leadership means having the occasion to make a difference in the lives of
those who permit leaders to lead (DePree; Ryan, 1995).
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Leaders must respect those they lead (DePree, 1989; Kouzes & Posner,
1988; Lickona, 1991).

In order for the leader to be successful in

respecting others, the leader must understand their diversity (DePree).

In

understanding this diversity, the leader also takes the crucial step towards
trust (DePree).

Leadership Styles

Researchers have studied leader’s style based on their concept of
leadership (Yukl, 1989).

Leaders and their style of leading have also been

the focus of nationally known character educators (Brooks & Goble, 1997;
Lickona, 1991; Vincent, 1996).

Most of the research on the effectiveness of

leadership styles has been dominated by The Ohio State University Leadership
Studies (Halpin, 1957).

Analysis of these studies has led researchers to

the conclusion that subordinates view their supervisors in terms of two
dimensions, consideration and initiating structure (Halpin).

Consideration is the way a leader looks out for the welfare of his
subordinates (Halpin, 1957).

The leader would act in a friendly and

supportive manner. The leader would show concern by listening to a
subordinate’s problems or doing personal favors for them (Halpin).

The

leader would also consult the subordinate on important matters and accept
their suggestions (Yukl, 1989).

Initiating structure is the way a leader structures his or her role and
the role of others within the organization to ensure that formal goals are
met (Halpin, 1957; Yukl, 1989).

Examples of initiating structure would be

criticizing poor work, stressing the importance of deadlines, job
assignments and seeing the subordinates reach their potential (Yukl).

The preceding behavior categories, consideration and initiating
structure, were found to be relatively independent of each other (Yukl,
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1989).

This means that some leaders are high on consideration and low on

initiating structure; some leaders are low on consideration and high on
initiating structure while some leaders are low on both, others are high on
both (Yukl).

Most leaders probably fall somewhere between the high and low

extremes (Yukl).

As a result of the initial studies, two revised and

shortened questionnaires were constructed to measure consideration and
initiating structure.

The instrument that will be used in this study is the

Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire-Self (LBDQ-Self).

The LBDQ-Self provides leaders with a technique to determine their own
leader behavior style (Halpin, 1957).

The leader marks a form that

indicates how frequently he or she engages in specific behavior.
respondent chooses one of five responses:
seldom or never (Halpin).

The

always, often, occasionally,

The results are computed and evaluated in respect

to their position on consideration or initiating structure (Halpin).

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Data was collected on the levels of implementation of character
education programs in Kanawha County Schools with the Character Education
Assessment Checklist (CEAC), and on the principal’s preferred leadership
style using the Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire-Self (LBDQSelf).

The LBDQ-Self was used in order to obtain the principals perception

of his/her leadership style.

The following questions will be studied:

1. What effect does the principal’s preferred leadership style have on
the implementation levels of character education programs?

2. What effect does a leadership style of consideration have on
implementation levels of character education programs?

3. What effect does a leadership style of initiating structure have on
implementation levels of character education programs?
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DEFINITION OF TERMS

1. Implementation of Character Education-a score on the CEAC.

2. Leadership style-a principal’s score on the LBDQ-Self which will
place the principal either on a scale of either consideration or
initiating structure or somewhere in between.

3. Principal-the chief officer of a school in Kanawha County.

SIGNIFICANCE

The information gathered from this study could have an impact on the schools
in Kanawha County.

Principals must give close attention to the data

collected on the LBDQ-Self and the CEAC.

The superintendent will find the results of this study most helpful.
In the secondary schools restructuring effort, character education was
listed as an initiative for the schools system to undertake.

As a result,

several schools in Kanawha County have received grants to begin character
education programs.

The superintendent will be able to use the results of

this study to see which schools have implemented character education
programs and the extent to which they are implemented.

The superintendent

will study the leadership style of a principal and gain insight into why the
level of implementation of character education is high or low.

A relationship between level of implementation of character education
programs and leadership style of the principal will give the superintendent
information needed when developing a course of action to ensure
implementation of character education programs in all schools.

The Board of Education would find this information useful when
reviewing the secondary schools restructuring initiative.

Leadership styles
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of principals and implementation levels of character education programs will
provide useful information when evaluating the success of the restructuring
effort.

The information could also be shared with the Director of Staff
Development for Kanawha County.

A large number of Kanawha County School

administrators have been in their positions for several years.

Staff

development could be offered to these administrators to offer new ways in
performing their roles as building administrators. As character education
programs are being shaped in the county schools, leaders must pay close
attention to the data

collected in this study.

County level staff

development that links the leadership style most likely to have high
implementation of character education could be emphasized.

With increased

staff development, more principals will know their leadership style and
higher levels of implementation of their character education programs could
result.

Principals will be able to use the information gathered from the study
to conduct their own personal self analysis.

The principal can then

implement the research on leadership styles that predict a higher
implementation level of character education programs. Information gathered
could be shared with the principals to allow them to look at their
leadership style and identify areas they may want to strengthen. By
conducting a self analysis the principal gains insight that will prove
helpful when implementing a character education program.

As the character education movement continues to grow higher
education will become involved.
of school administrators.
curriculum, perhaps a

The involvement will come in the training

As character education becomes part of the school

section in effective implementation of character

education programs would become part of a course currently taught to school
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administrators.

This course would discuss the link between leadership style

of the principal and implementation levels of character education programs.

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

1. The result of the study will be based on perceptions of principals
in Kanawha County School and implementation of character education
programs within their schools.

The generalization of results may

not be appropriate for schools outside of Kanawha County.

2. The study cannot account for other personal attributes and
motivation of the principal for implementation of character
education programs.

3. The principals leadership style is based on a self perception of
the principal and is a limiting factor (Kerlinger, 1986).

4. The measurement of implementation levels of character education is
a perception made by the school principal and is a limiting factor
(Kerlinger, 1986).
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CHAPTER 2

Literature Review
Introduction
In this chapter the literature associated with the independent and
dependent variables for this study will be reviewed.

The independent and

dependent variables for this study are principal’s leadership styles and
character education implementation levels, respectively.

There is an

overabundance of information relative to each of the variables.

The

literature also links success of the programs with the influence of the
principal.

However, with the reemergence of character education, the lack

of information regarding the link between implementation of character
education programs and leadership styles of principals indicates a need for
further study.
Character Education
Horace Mann believed that America’s public schools should teach virtue
before academics, because academics without virtue can be a dangerous thing
(Brooks & Goble, 1997; Herman, 1998; Lickona, 1991).

Educating for

character has been the philosophy of America’s schools since the earliest
days of the republic (Lickona; Lickona, 1993; McClellan, 1992).

In the

early days, character education was delivered through discipline, the
curriculum and by the teacher’s example (Lickona; McClellan).

The Bible was

used as a resource for moral and religious education (Brooks & Goble;
Lickona; McClellan; Rhodes, 1998) in America’s schools until the later part
of this century.

During the 1950’s Americans turned away from character

education and became more concerned with academics (Lickona; McClellan).
The Cold War and the prevailing societal thinking of the time concentrated
on a push for intellectual rigor (Fiske, 1992; Lickona; Rhodes).

The push

for educational superiority was heightened by fear of competition from
nations abroad (Fiske; Rhodes).

The thrust towards educational superiority
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coupled with Supreme Court decisions restricting the way the Bible had been
traditionally used in the public schools led to the demise of character
education in America’s school systems as it had been taught for centuries
(Alexander & Alexander, 1998; McClellan).
With character education gone from the schools, for the most part, the
1960’s and 1970’s students were dependent upon their parents and families
for training in character (Lickona, 1991; McClellan, 1992; Vincent, 1996).
The schools were “celebrating the worth, autonomy, and subjectivity of the
person, emphasizing individual rights and freedom over responsibility”
(Lickona,1993, p. 6).

During this time Lawrence Kohlberg’s values

clarification became the dominant force of moral education in the schools
(Brooks & Goble, 1997; Leming, 1993; Lickona, 1993; Vincent).
In values clarification students were supposed to have greater
understanding of their own values by following Kohlberg’s valuing process,
whereby the teacher was expected to act only as a guide and was not to
influence the student (Leming, 1993; McClellan, 1992).

Whatever conclusion

the student decided upon was to be respected by the teacher (Leming).
Another influential leader in this movement was Sidney Simon, professor in
the school of education at the University of Massachusetts (Brooks & Goble,
1997).

Dr. Simon taught that first, the traditional method of teaching

character education was nothing short of indoctrination and second that
teachers did not have the right to pass on their values to others (Brooks &
Goble).
Rhodes (1998) suggests that the trends in the schools during the
1960’s, 70’s and 80’s

may have bred individual and social problems.

The

juvenile arrest rate for violent crimes was the highest ever in 1990
(Benning & Wynne, 1998; Goleman, 1995; Lickona, 1991):

murder rates

quadrupled, and teen arrests for rape and teen suicide rates tripled
(Goleman; Lickona).

Rhodes states that the attention given to individual
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rights may have fragmented families who were unequipped to teach or instill
values in their children.
The 1990s have seen a reemergence of traditional character education
emphasis (Brooks & Goble, 1997; Herman, 1998; Leming, 1993; Lickona, 1991;
Lickona, 1993; Rhodes, 1998; Ryan, 1993; Ryan, 1995; Urban, 1997; Vincent,
1996) in the public schools.

Lickona states three reasons for the renewed

interest in character education-the decline of the family, upsetting trends
in the young peoples’ character and a renewed sense of the need for commonly
held ethical values.
Traditionally the family has been the child’s primary teacher in
matters of character (Bernard, 1993; Brooks & Goble, 1997; Lickona, 1993).
The family is not providing the traditional character training for vast
numbers of youth today thus creating a moral vacuum (Lickona).

Hewlett

(1991) has evidence that American children, regardless of socioeconomic
status endure a level of neglect that is singular among developed nations.
Hewlett continues that the well being of American children has declined
notwithstanding the decline in the number of children per family, increased
education levels of parents and large sums being spent on public education.
As a result of the weakening American family, schools must teach the
character lessons that students are not learning at home (Lickona, 1993). In
order for schools to convey teaching and learning, caring moral communities
that focus students attention on their work, helps students feel cared for,
creates responsible students and helps students control their anger, need to
be established in the schools (Brooks & Goble, 1997; Lickona; Maeroff,1996).
There are several troubling trends that are effecting the youth of
America (Goleman, 1995; Lickona, 1993):

a rise in the teen suicide rate,

juvenile arrest rates for violent crimes are at an all time high, the high
teenage pregnancy and abortion rates, and the highest level of drug use
among young people in the developed world.

The trends indicate or support

the theory that America’s youth are suffering from poor parenting, a
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lack of proper adult role models, and the constant emphasis in the mass
media of sex, violence and materialism (Lickona).
Lickona (1993) states that society is realizing that there are common
interests we must share in order to survive as a civilization.
actively teach these interests to the young people.

Adults must

The common interests

identified are respect, responsibility, trustworthiness, fairness, caring
and civic virtue (Josephson Institute, 1992).

These values help define the

responsibilities of a democracy, they are acknowledged by civilized people
and taught by all educated creeds (Brooks & Goble, 1997; Lickona; Vincent,
1996).
Modern character education is based, in part, on the works of Brooks &
Goble, 1997; Lickona, 1993; and Vincent, 1996.

Eleven principles of an

effective character education program have been developed to guide schools
and other groups in planning and evaluating effective character education
programs (Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps, 1995).

The principles can be viewed as

the basics needed for a character education program to be successful (Lewis,
Lickona, & Schaps).
In the first principle, character education as it promotes the core
ethical values for the basis of good character is studied.

The teaching of

character holds as its beginning philosophical principle that there are
widely accepted, crucial basic values that form the foundation of character
(Brooks & Goble, 1997; Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps, 1995; Vincent, 1996), which
are caring, honesty, fairness, responsibility, and respect for self and
others (Josephson Institute, 1992; Ryan, 1993; Vincent).

Schools committed

to a successful character education program must put these values in the
forefront and all members of the school community must understand and abide
by them (Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps, 1995; Vincent, 1998).

The values must be

exhibited by students and staff members, recognition for manifestations in
the school and community must be in place and they must be studied and
discussed as the basis for all that takes place in the school community
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(Berreth & Scherer, 1993; Brooks & Kahn, 1993; Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps;
Ryan; Williams, 1993).
A school that is committed to developing character will treat the core
values as a matter of duty, and also will be a part of the conscience of the
individuals and community (Lewis, Lickona & Schaps, 1995).

Character

education maintains that these values affirm human dignity; they advance the
development and well-being of the individual person; they serve the good of
the community as a whole; and they meet the classical tests of
reversibility-would you want to be treated this way-and universality-would
you want all persons to act this way in a similar situation (Brooks & Goble,
1997; Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps; Lickona, 1991; Vincent, 1996).

The school

must clearly articulate that these basic values exceed our cultural and
religious differences and define the commonness of humanity (Gough, 1998;
Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps).

Principle two indicates that the definition of character must be
comprehensive enough to include the thinking, feeling, and behavior aspects
of the person (Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps, 1995).

For a student to possess

the traits outlined in a character education program they must understand,
care about and act upon the core ethical values (Glanzer, 1998; Huffman,
1993; Leming, 1993; Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps; Rhodes, 1998; Williams, 1993).
The responsibility of a character education program consequently is to
encourage students and all members of the school community to know the core
values, value them and carry these values out in their daily lives (Benning
& Wynne, 1998; Glanzer; Vincent, 1996).

As students and staff grow in their

character, they will form a deeper commitment to the core values, and will
tend to react and act in agreement with those values (Coles, 1997; Gough,
1998).

In order for a character education program to be effective, according
to principle three, it must be intentional, proactive, and comprehensive in
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its approach (Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps, 1995).

When a school community is

committed to character education it understands that everything that occurs
in the school affects the character of the students (Daly, 1996; Gauld,
1993).

An inclusive character education program incorporates all aspects of

schooling discipline, curriculum, actual instruction, evaluation, school
management, parental relationships, for example, as opportunities for
instilling the core values (Daly; Leming, 1993; Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps).
One-shot or stand-alone character education programs can be utilized to
begin a character program in a school, but to be successful they must be
incorporated into the total school program (Herman, 1998; Leming, 1993).
Principle four of an effective character education program discusses
the premise that a school must be a caring community (Lewis, Lickona, &
Schaps, 1995).

The school itself must become a civil, caring and just

place, a smaller version of the nation the students will one day inherit
(Gauld, 1993; Lickona, 1993).

Children and adolescents have an innate need

to belong, and will be more than likely to internalize the beliefs and
expectations of the groups that meet these needs (Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps).
Therefore all aspects of the school environment must be imbued with the core
ethical values of the character education program (Daly, 1996; Leming, 1993;
Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps).
Lewis, Lickona & Schaps (1995) state in principle five that students
need to be given the opportunity for moral action.
achievement

One avenue for

is through community service programs (Curwin, 1993; Howard,

1993; Kielsmeier & Nathan, 1991; Woehrle, 1993).

When students are

contributing to others in their surroundings a sense of pride and a feeling
of genuinely being useful is felt by the students (Curwin; Howard;
Kielsmeier & Nathan; Woehrle).

As students learn how to reduce fights on

their playgrounds through conflict mediation they are internalizing through
action the traits of good character (Lickona, 1991).

Through cooperative

learning students begin to internalize the values of fairness, cooperation,
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and respect (Dotson & Dotson, 1997; Leming, 1993; Lickona).

Students must

have repeated exposure to moral experiences, so that they can practice and
develop the behavioral habits that create character in action (Kirschenbaum,
1995; Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps; Vincent, 1996).
A meaningful and challenging academic curriculum that respects and
helps all students to become successful is the topic in principle six
(Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps, 1995).

Character education should meld good

teaching with respect for the intellect and the spirit of the students
(Herman, 1998; Kirschenbaum, 1995).

Students who feel liked and respected

by their peers and by their teachers are more likely to work hard and
achieve at higher levels (Gauld, 1993; Golden & Tomaselli, 1996).

Vincent

(1996) argues in Developing Character in Students that teachers must help
students learn to think to seek reasons and to be well informed. In doing
this students will gain deeper insight and understanding of their
surroundings (Vincent).

Vincent also states that students can sharpen their

intellectual skill by the literature they are required to read.

When a

literature-rich-in-meaning program is incorporated into the school, students
can “incorporate universal values with academic material that encourages
students to grow as vital and caring members of our multicultural society.”
(Vincent, 1996 p. 127).

Finally, a character education school should make

effective use of cooperative learning, conflict mediation and experiencebased projects.

One of the most legitimate ways to respect students is to

understand that they all learn differently and by finding and respecting the
way they learn, teachers will gain the students respect (Lewis, Lickona, &
Schaps).
In principle seven, character education striving to develop students’
intrinsic motivation is discussed.

When students practice character

education the reward they receive is intrinsic (Curwin, 1993; Gough, 1998;
Urban, 1997).

As students learn to cooperate with one another, develop

responsibility and give as well as receive respect, their intrinsic
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motivation is strengthened (Howard, 1993; Woehrle, 1993).

Students learn by

doing (Curwin; Howard; Kielsmeier & Nathan, 1991; Woehrle).

Teachers should

minimize external rewards and punishments which distract students from the
rights and needs of others (Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps, 1995; Vincent, 1998).
The focus is on the school staff in principle eight.

All adults within

the school community must be involved in the character education process,
including teachers, administrators, counselors, coaches, secretaries, cooks
and bus drivers (Brooks & Goble, 1998; Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps, 1995).

The

adults involved must take all opportunities to model, discuss and take
ownership of the core ethical values of the character education program
(Daly, 1996;Gauld, 1993; Golden & Tomaselli, 1996).

The school adult must

live the example of the core ethical values (Maeroff, 1996; Lewis, Lickona,
& Schaps).

The staff must have time to work collaboratively, to participate

in the school decision making process and treat their coworkers with the
same respect that is expected of the students (Fiske, 1992; Lewis, Lickona,
& Schaps).
The ninth essential element of an effective character education program
is moral leadership from both staff and students (Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps,
1995).

In order for any program in a school to be successful it must have

the support of the principal (Northouse, 1997; Kellerman, 1984).

The

principal must champion the character education effort in the school along
with the support of student leadership through student government, cross-age
tutoring, and conflict mediation groups (Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps).
According to DePree (1989) the leader must understand the institutional
value system that guides the practices of the people associated with the
institution.

As a result, the planning and carrying forth of an effective

character education program demands strong leadership (Kellerman; Lewis,
Lickona, & Schaps; Northouse).
Parents and community members must be full partners in the characterbuilding effort according to the 10th principle of an effective character
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education program (Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps, 1995).

The community must be

actively involved with the development of the character education program
(Brooks & Kann, 1993; Huffman, 1993; Leming, 1993).

To ensure trust between

the home and the community, the school should reach out to all groups within
the community (Brooks & Kann; Huffman; Leming; Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps).
Parents should be kept informed and in an effort to broaden the base support
and effectiveness of the programs, businesses, religious institutions, local
government and the media should be informed and asked to support the core
ethical values (Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps; Mathews, 1996).
In principle 11 assessment of the school character, the staff’s
functioning as examples of character educators, and to what extent do
students confirm good character is the emphasis (Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps,
1995).

As with any effective program, a character education program must

include an evaluation component (Brooks & Goble, 1997; Lewis, Lickona, &
Schaps).

Three broad types of evaluation components deserve attention, the

first being the character of the school (Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps).

Next

the degree in which the school is becoming a caring community must be
measured (Kirschenbaum, 1995; Lickona, 1992).

Surveys can be given to

students asking if they feel respected and cared about and if they respect
and care for others in their classroom (Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps).

The

staff’s growth in the character education program also must be assessed
(Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps).

The staff must develop an understanding of what

can be done to bring about character development (Lewis, Lickona, & Schaps).
Finally the student’s character must be evaluated (Lewis, Lickona, &
Schaps).

Student attendance should improve, fights and suspensions should

decrease, and drug incidents and vandalism should decline.

These are all

components which can be studied to determine if the students understand or
are committed to the core ethical values of a character education program
(Lewis, Lickona, Schaps).

22

Character Education and Leadership
One of the many theories of leadership emphasizes connecting people to
their work (Sergiovanni, 1994).

In order for the character education

principles to be implemented in a school, the principal must convince the
staff that they are important, as the principal’s role is one of influence
(Kellerman, 1984; Northouse, 1997; Sergiovanni).

The aforementioned is one

of the purposes of this study. The ability of the principal to connect his
or her staff with a program satisfies the staff’s need for coordination and
commitment that must be met in order for the staff to be successful
(Sergiovanni).

Kellerman (1984) stated that for any organization to move

forward the leader must be able to direct the behavior of others. The
principal must view the character education program as important and
convince his staff members of its importance for the program to be
successful (Kellerman; Northouse; Sergiovanni).
Northouse (1997) states that influence is the essential element of
leadership and that leadership is a process that helps groups of individuals
achieve common goals.

Leaders must have direction and communicate that

direction to all levels of the organization (Bennis & Goldsmith, 1997).
When a principal wants to be a leader he must persuade the staff to accept
his shared objectives (Bennis & Goldsmith).

Since the principal gives the

school direction, the implementation of a character education program will
not occur unless it has the support of the principal (Northouse).
School leaders must be in the forefront in forming the covenant or
vision of the school (Sergiovanni, 1992).

The work of leadership in schools

involves shared purposes, beliefs, values, and conceptions built around
teaching and learning, community building, collegiality, character
development and other school issues and concerns (Sergiovanni, 1994).

When

school leadership is based on shared ideals, principals and teachers can
come together in shared following (Sergiovanni).

The principal acts as the

chief follower by leading the discussion about what the staff feels is worth
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following (Sergiovanni).

To be successful, school principals must meld the

many personalities in a school into working relationships (Cherniss, 1998).
The essence of school leadership lies in the values, ideas, and moral
authority on which it is based (Sergiovanni).
The school leader needs to have an understanding of ethics and
demonstrate ethical character in leadership (Donald, 1985). School leaders
must live by an established code of ethics and work to establish moral
behavior as the norm for the schools (Donald).
Sergiovanni (1992) states that truly effective schools have a shared
covenant which clearly articulates the core values of the school and
provides a standard by which actions will be judged.

Sergiovanni continues

by stating that leaders must take the lead in developing this covenant and
not only actively support the covenant but enforce the covenant as well.
As leaders, principals have a responsibility to exercise the authority
they have in an ethical way (Lashway, 1996).

Leaders should have and be

willing to act upon a definite sense of ethical standards (Lashway).

A

principal has moral authority and because of this authority, teachers must
be convinced that the principal’s point of view reflects values that they
can support (Lashway).

Research reveals that effective principals tend to

be unusually persuasive (Cherniss, 1998).

The principals should identify a

course of action and set about moving their staff towards that goal all the
while convincing the staff that the goal is something they wish as well
(Cherniss).
One of the tasks of leadership is goal setting (Gardner, 1990).

The

staff of a school is not without ideas of what they think the school should
accomplish (Gardner).

The principal must take these ideas into account, as

the goals of the school will be arrived upon from many sources (Gardner).
The school principal must also select and formulate a set of objectives
based upon the goals and move the school community towards achievement of
those objectives and goals (Gardner; Northouse, 1997).
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Given the foregoing, this study has been undertaken.

The six pillars

of character education mentioned previously of trustworthiness, respect,
responsibility, caring, justice & fairness, and citizenship are the focus of
character education in Kanawha County Schools.

Kanawha County Schools has

spent over $200,000 training principals and school staffs on the need for
character education programs in the district.

Principals have been asked to

implement character education in the schools.
This study will serve a dual purpose first, to determine the extent
that character education programs have been implemented in Kanawha County
Schools.

The second reason for the study is to determine if the principals’

leadership styles are a determining factor in the implementation of
character education programs.

Because the principal’s style of leadership

could determine the success or failure of character education in the
schools, this study will provide some insight on that subject.
Leadership
Leadership has many definitions and has been studied by many different
researchers (Bennis, 1989; Covy, 1991; DePree, 1989; Gardner, 1990; Gardner,
1995; Kellerman, 1984; Kouzes & Posner, 1990; Maccoby, 1981; Maxcy, 1994;
Piele & Smith, 1989; Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1971; Sergiovanni, 1994; Vroom
& Jago, 1988; Yukl, 1989). Those studying the different aspects of
leadership in different situations develop their own definitions of
leadership that best meets their needs (Northouse, 1997; Yukl).

During the

past 50 years there have been numerous studies that have attempted to define
the dimensions of leadership (Fleishman et al., 1991; Yukl).

Leadership is

a word that has a different meaning to different people; when someone hears
the word they intuitively know what the word means to them (Northouse).
One of the meanings of leadership is influence (Kellerman, 1984;
Northouse, 1997).

Stogdill (1950) states that the leader should be active

in influencing the organization in setting and achieving goals.

With the
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above in mind it would then stand to reason that the success of a program
would depend upon the leader (Kellerman; Northouse; Stogdill).
Research seems to group the findings on leadership into several
different categories (Kellerman, 1984; Gardner, 1990; Stogdill, 1974; Yukl,
1989).

Those categories being power, influence, trait, behavior and

situational approach.

The categories allow one to look at the vast amount

of information regarding leadership with structure and organization (Yukl).
The literature generally defines power as an agent’s ability to
influence a target person, but the term has been used in different ways
throughout the years (Dahl, 1957; Grimes, 1978; House, 1988; Mintzberg,
1983).

Sometimes power means having influence over one’s behavior and at

other times it means influence over the target person’s behavior and
attitude (Yukl, 1989).
There are many sources of power within an organization (Gardner, 1990;
Yukl, 1989).

Power stemming from formal authority is called legitimate

power (French & Raven, 1959).

The authority power is based on the thoughts

and ideas about certain positions within an organization (Yukl, 1989).
Organization members agree to abide by the rules of the organization in
return for the benefits of membership in the organization (March & Simon,
1958).

Some theorists emphasize the flow of authority downward, but there

must also flow upward, the consent of the governed to be influenced by those
in authority (Jacobs, 1970).
Control over resources and rewards is another source of power within
an organization (Yukl, 1989).

The higher a person’s position is in the

organizational hierarchy, the more authority that person has over resources
(Yukl).

French & Raven (1959) use the term reward power to define the

practice of control over rewards within an organization.

Two types of

reward power are authority over compensation or promotion and influence
(Yukl).

Exchange of favors is needed to accomplish many tasks and is a

common form of influence among peers, as research shows it to be necessary
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for middle managers to succeed (Kotter, 1982; Kaplan, 1984; Strauss, 1962).
The common worker also has reward power, in that at times production rates
and other such goals may determine the amount of the supervisor’s bonus
check at the end of the year (Yukl).
However, with reward also comes punishment.

A source of power over

punishment is sometimes called coercive power (French & Raven, 1959).

Katz

and Kahn (1978) have found that there has been a decline in the use of
coercion by leaders as a rule.
Expert power is realized when there is only one person who can perform
the task at hand (French & Raven, 1959). Expertise is only a source of power
if there are others who are dependent upon the resources that an individual
can provide (Yukl, 1989).

Dependency is most important if it becomes

difficult to find another person who is qualified to deliver the service
needed (Hickson, Hinings, Lee, Schneck, & Pennings, 1971; Patchen, 1974).
Referent power is the desire to please someone for whom there is a
strong affection (French & Raven, 1959).

The feelings of friendship and

loyalty are developed over a long period of time and cause people to do
special favors for their supervisor (Yukl, 1989).

Referent power is also a

strong source of influence of middle managers who depend upon peers for
information and assistance to achieve their goals (Kanter, 1982; Kaplan,
1984; Kotter, 1982).
Politics in an organization can be pervasive (Yukl, 1989).

People

within an organization trying to increase their resources or hold on to what
they have, can be damaging to the organization (Yukl).

The usual source of

political power is authority, control of resources, or information.
Political power involves influences that transform and highlight the normal
power base in peculiar ways (Pfeffer, 1981).
Moving from outward causes and effects of leadership to the intrinsic
study of leadership, the trait approach to leadership is one of the earliest
ways in which leadership was studied (Yukl, 1989).

The assumption behind
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the trait approach was that some individuals are “natural” leaders (Yukl).
In Stogdill’s (1948) original work on the Trait Theory, he concluded that a
person did not become a leader based on a combination of traits.

However,

in later findings, Stogdill (1974) clarifies that there may be some
relevance to leader traits.

Recently, it has been recognized that when

certain traits are present in leaders they tend to be more effective (Bass,
1981).

Information about an individual’s traits can be a useful tool in

planning training needs for one’s current job and in helping with the
promotion of employees (Yukl).
The behavior of leaders has also been extensively researched (Yukl,
1989).

Much of the research that has been conducted in the past 30-40 years

has been based on the earlier work done at The Ohio State University and the
University of Michigan (Yukl).

One of the main focuses of the research done

at Ohio State was to identify effective leadership behavior (Yukl).

To

achieve this goal the researchers developed a list of 1800 examples of
leader behavior, then shortened the list to 150 items (Yukl).

A

questionnaire made up of these items was then given to military and civilian
personnel, with each being asked to describe his or her supervisor
(Fleishman, 1953; Halpin & Winer, 1957; Hemphill & Coons, 1957).

The

factor analysis of the questionnaire responses revealed that workers placed
their supervisors into two broad categories “consideration” and “initiating
structure” (Yukl).
The consideration aspect of the questionnaire indicates that a leader
acts in a supportive, friendly manner, shows concern for subordinates and
looks out for their welfare (Halpin, 1957).

If a leader’s score indicated

that they leaned more towards initiating structure then the leader is more
likely to structure his or her role and that of his subordinates towards
goal attainment (Halpin).

Examples of this might include criticizing poor

work performance, stressing the need of meeting deadlines, delegating
responsibilities to subordinates, having certain expectations of
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performance, standardizing procedures, seeking or offering new approaches to
problems, coordinating subordinate’s work, and insuring that subordinates
work to their fullest potential (Halpin).
Initiating structure and consideration were found to be mostly
independent of one another (Halpin, 1957).

Most leaders probably fall on a

continuum between the extreme high and low scores (Halpin).
Another major research program based on leadership behavior was
conducted by researchers at the University of Michigan at approximately the
same time as The Ohio State University studies (Yukl, 1989).

The major

focus of this study was to identify relationships among leader behavior,
group processes, and measures of group performance (Yukl).

The original

field studies included a variety of leaders which included insurance
managers (Katz, Maccoby, & Morse, 1950), manufacturing supervisors (Katz &
Kahn, 1952) and railroad section gang foremen (Floor, Gurin, Katz, &
Maccoby, 1951).

Objective measures of the group’s productivity were used to

delineate managers as ineffective or mostly effective (Yukl).
Likert’s (1961, 1967) summarization of these and later studies at the
University of Michigan found three types of leadership behavior which
differentiated between effective and ineffective managers.

Task-oriented

behavior closely resembles initiating structure of The Ohio State University
studies, and relationship oriented behavior resembled the consideration
aspect of leadership (Likert).

In participative leadership, managers

should make use of group supervision and group problem solving (Likert).
As the participative leaders worked with groups to problem-solve, the
situational theorist focused on relationship orientated behavior as well
(Yukl, 1989).

The situational theories of leadership, most of which were

developed during the 1970s, focus on the task and relationship orientated
behavior that was prevalent during that time (Yukl).
The path-goal theory of situational leadership discusses how the leader
influences the performance and satisfaction of the worker through use of
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situational variables (House, 1971).

House (1971) states that not only does

the leader have influence over the subordinate’s personal satisfaction, but
also influences the worker’s satisfaction with the leader.
Hersey and Blanchard (1969, 1977, 1982)

studied the effectiveness of

task and relations behavior as it is contingent upon subordinate maturity.
The theory emphasizes adaptive, flexible leadership that allows for response
to changing conditions (Yukl, 1989).
Kerr and Jermier’s (1978) research led them to develop the Leadership
Substitutes Theory.

The theory identifies various activities of the

situation that make the behavior of leaders redundant or irrelevant (Kerr &
Jermier).

The characteristics of the subordinates, task, and organization

act as neutralizers or substitutes for leadership (Kerr & Jermier).

Some

types of leader behavior are made unnecessary and redundant by the
substitutes whereas, neutralizers act as constraints that prevent the leader
from making the conditions better (Kerr & Jermier).
The Normative Model of participation developed by Vroom and Yetton
(1973) examines the effects of decision practices.

Using two variables,

decision quality and decision acceptance, which together influence group
performance, the researchers state that leaders are more effective if they
use the appropriate decision procedures in a given situation (Vroom &
Yetton).
“In order to support a situational theory, the pattern of results in a
study must be consistent with the propositions of the theory” (Yukl, 1989,
p.119).

Yukl states that most of the situational theories are worded in

such an ambiguous manner that it becomes difficult to obtain specific,
testable propositions.
Not all researchers find situational leadership theories useful (Yukl,
1989).

McCall (1977) contends that the hectic pace of a leader’s work and

the relative lack of control of the work by leaders make it difficult, if
not impossible, to apply complex theories that stipulate the finest behavior
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for each situation.

Leaders are too busy with everyday problems to take

time to analyze the situations against a theoretical model (McCall).
A theory with both universal and situational elements is needed (Yukl,
1989).

The theory should give leaders general, applicable guidelines which

allow a leader some choice in the way they are put into place.
Leadership Styles
Allowing the leader flexibility in making decisions or the decisions
that the leader makes is a reflection of that leader’s style (Mazzarella &
Smith, 1989).

In relationship to a school, Sergiovanni and Elliott, (1975)

state that leadership styles are the ways that the principal expresses
leadership, utilizes power and authority, makes decisions, and generally
interacts with the community and staff.

Due to the large amount of

information generated in the past 50 years regarding leadership, the concept
of leadership style was born and the research began to focus on which
leadership style is best (Mazzarella & Smith).
The decision of the leader to focus on the people or the work can be
tied into the 1950’s studies at The Ohio State University (Mazzarella &
Smith, 1989).

If the leader’s focus is on the task at hand, establishing

procedures and channels of communication or the organization’s pattern of
conducting activities, then these activities would be called initiating
structure (Halpin, 1957).

If the leader was concerned about the

relationships within the organization, trust, respect, and warmth, then his
style would be consideration (Halpin).
Hall and Hord (1984) describe three different school leader styles.
The initiators were those principals who formulated a vision for their
school and moved their school towards achieving the goals associated with
the vision (Hall, Hord & Hurling, 1984).
responders (Hall, Hord, & Hurling).

The second style was the

The principals who expressed concern

for the feelings of others and a tendency to allow others to expend the
energy and assume the lead were identified as responders (Hall, Hord, &
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Hurling).

The third style of leadership described by Hall, Hord, & Hurling

was the manager.

The principal who is more concerned with ensuring that

things are done correctly could be defined as the manager.

The principals

also assume the responsibility for any interventions themselves (Hall, Hord,
& Hurling).
Identifying a leadership style has become the first step for those
leaders who may wish to change their style (Mazzarella & Smith, 1989).
Several instruments have been developed to aid the leader in determining
their style of leadership (Chemers, Fiedler, & Mahar, 1976; Halpin, 1957;
Sergiovanni & Elliot, 1975).
Even if a style can be determined, it does not necessarily follow that
style can be changed (Mazzarella & Smith, 1989).
little flexibility is possible for a leader.

Fiedler (1967) finds very

Fiedler sees leaders as either

task-motivated or relationship-motivated, but not both.

Fielder goes on to

state that a leader’s basic style motivation is part of his or her
personality and, as such, is very difficult to change.

Thus, the principals

style may have an influence on implementation levels of character education
programs. Sergiovanni (1975), basing his finding heavily on Fiedler’s
studies, maintains that a leadership style is like a personality and is
difficult to change.
Hersey and Blanchard (1969) feel that a successful leader can adapt to
meet the needs of the people he or she is leading (1969).

Hersey and

Blanchard have identified four task-oriented and relationship-oriented
behaviors:

task-oriented, relationship-oriented, task and relationship-

oriented behavior combined, and neither task or relationship-oriented.
Hersey and Blanchard state that some leaders can modify their behavior to
fit any of the four styles, while others can utilize a combination of two or
three of the styles.
As one can see, the information regarding leadership styles is
sometimes conflicting and not simple (Mazzarella & Smith, 1989).

Some of

32

the theorists maintain that there is an ideal style, while others maintain
that the best style fits the situation (Mazzarella & Smith).

Since

leadership by definition includes action, any leadership style is helpful
only if it can guide action (Mazzarella & Smith). Leaders need to understand
the different theories, weigh the evidence, look at what the research has
produced and explore the logic and consistency of each theory and then
decide for themselves which theory best meets their needs (Mazzarella &
Smith).
As has been delineated, the principal’s influence in the school is of
great importance.

Thus the need for this study.

Since the principal has

such influence over what occurs within the school, it stands to reason that
the leadership style of the principal could have some bearing on the
implementation of character education programs.

As stated by Mazzarella &

Smith (1989) the style of leadership is helpful if it can guide action.
style that leaders with higher levels of

The

implementation of character

education programs posses will be of interest to the administration of
Kanawha County Schools.
The influence of the principal upon what transpires within his school
has been well documented within this paper.

The findings of this study will

provide information about the implementation success of character education
programs in Kanawha Schools and identify leadership styles where more
emphasis on implementation needs to be placed.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

Introduction
The purpose of this study was to determine if there was a relationship
between the principal’s preferred leadership style and levels of
implementation of a character education program in Kanawha County Schools.
The self-perceived leadership styles of principals was determined by
responses to the Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire Self (LBDQSelf), and the levels of implementation were determined by principals’
responses to the Character Education Assessment Checklist (CEAC).
Population and Sample
The population of this study was all principals in Kanawha County
Schools.

The population included all 87 elementary, middle and junior high

schools, high schools and alternative school principals (n=87).
also included all principals (n=87). A return rate of 50%

The sample

plus one was

sought to strengthen the results of the study and the generalization of the
findings.
Instrumentation
The two instruments which were used in the collection of data for the
study were

the Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire Self and the

Character Education Assessment Checklist .

The LDBQ-Self and the CEAC were

completed by the principals of Kanawha County Schools.

The LBDQ-Self and

CEAC are pencil and paper surveys which were developed to reflect perceived
leadership style and levels of implementation of character education
programs.
The CEAC, the instrument used for measuring levels of implementation of
character education programs, was designed to measure seven components of
character education programs.

The seven components being measured by this
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instrument included:

(a) mission, (b) stake holder, (c) environmental, (d)

program, (e) staff, (f) student, and (g) parent.
included in the survey.

There were 83 questions

In addition to measuring levels of implementation,

the instrument also measures the principal’s view of the importance of the
seven component areas.

The response format was a five-point Likert scale

with one being not implemented and five being fully implemented.
Face validity of the CEAC

was established by a committee of experts.

These experts included professors, doctoral degree candidates, and
professional educators from the Marshall University Graduate College.
The LBDQ-Self provides principals with an opportunity to reflect upon
their leadership qualities.

The instrument contained 40 questions which

depict particular ways the leader may behave.

Of the 40 items, 15 relate to

one dimension, 15 to another dimension and the remaining 10 are not scored.
The 10 unscored items were kept in the instrument to replicate the
conditions of administration used when the instrument was standardized
(Halpin, 1957).

The principals in Kanawha County were asked to draw a

circle around one of five letters (A-E) following the item to indicate the
answer they

selected.

The Consideration and Initiating Structure

was determined by the sum of the 15 items in each dimension.

score

The scores had

the potential to range from 0 to 60.
Reliability for the LBDQ was established by using the split-half
method.

In using this method reliability was determined to be .83 for

Initiating Structure scores and .92 for Consideration scores (Halpin, 1957).
The LBDQ has been widely used in leadership style research, including
studies by Duerring (1991), Miller (1998), and Simon (1996).
Demographic information such as age, gender, years in administration
and type of school were also collected.

The demographic information was

utilized to ascertain certain characteristics of the respondents.
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Methods
This study was a one-shot case study (Campbell & Stanley, 1963).

The

study was designed to explore the relationship between the principal’s
leadership style and levels of implementation of character education
programs.

Data was collected from all Kanawha County Schools’ principals

regarding their perceptions of their own leadership styles based on their
responses to the LBDQ-Self.

The principals were asked to complete the CEAC

to determine levels of implementation of character education programs.
Additionally, the demographic information sheet was collected.
The principals were identified by the office of the superintendent of
Kanawha County Schools.

During the monthly principals’ meeting the

identified principals were given a packet of materials which included the
Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire-Self, the Character Education
Assessment Checklist, and the demographic sheet.

A cover letter was

included to explain the purpose of the study, assure anonymity and encourage
the principals to complete the survey.

The principals were asked to

complete the instruments after verbal instructions had been completed.
Attendance is taken at these meetings, those principals not in attendance
were sent a packet of materials via the inter-school mail system.

The

principals were given two weeks to respond via the inter-school mail.
Follow-up telephone calls were made at the end of two weeks.
Data Analysis
Frequency distributions were obtained on the data in order to collect
numbers for each category.

Scores on each of the seven competencies of the

CEAC were calculated and in addition an overall score was calculated in
order to obtain implementation levels.
Means, and standard deviations, were determined to see if the data were
skewed in any way.

An alpha level of .05 was used in determining

statistical significance.

Linear regression was used to determine the

effect of consideration and initiating structure on the implementation
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levels that were measured in the raw scores.
conducted as deemed necessary.

Post hoc analyses were

The Statistical Product & Service Solutions

(SPSS) system was used to analyze the data.
Summary
The purpose of this study was to study the relationship between the
principals’ preferred leadership style and levels of implementation of
character education programs in Kanawha County Schools.

The instruments

discussed in this chapter were designed to gather and analyze this type of
data.

The instruments used in this study are both reliable and valid.

Appropriate statistical tests were performed to exam the relationship
between the two variables.
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CHAPTER 4
Presentation and Analysis of Data
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between the
Kanawha County School (KCS) principals’ self-assessed leadership style and
levels of implementation of character education programs in Kanawha County
Schools.
reviewed.

In this chapter the analysis and a description of the data will be
The following sections will be included within this chapter:

(a)

descriptive data, (b) statistical analysis of data, (c) major findings, (d)
ancillary findings, and (e) chapter summary.
Descriptive Data
The population of this study was all principals in Kanawha County
Schools.

The population included all 87 elementary, middle and junior high

schools, high school and alternative school principals (n=87).
population and sample (n=87) for the study were the same.

The

Overall, 72 (83%)

of the principals responded to the surveys.
Demographic data that were collected included: (a) gender, (b) number
of years as a school administrator, (c) age of administrator, (d) type of
school, and (e) educational level of the administrator.

This information

was collected in order to obtain a profile of the principals.
The first item addressed on the demographic survey was gender.

Of the

72 respondents to the survey, 39 (54.2%) of the respondents were male and 33
(45.8%) were female.

The data are represented in Table 1.

Table 1
Frequency Distribution by Gender
Gender

Frequency

Percent

Male

39

54.2

Female

33

45.8
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The second question of the demographic survey asked for the
administrator’s total number of years in administration.

For ease of

understanding, the years have been grouped in percentiles. The data are
presented in Table 2.
Table 2
Frequency Distribution by Total Years in Administration
Number of

Years

Frequency

Percent

1-10

25

34.7

11-20

29

40.3

21-30

20

27.7

31-40

02

2.7

The third question of the demographic survey asked for the current age
of the administrator by the following age groups:
(c) 35-44,

(d) 45-54, and

(a) under 25,

(b) 25-34,

(e) 55-64. The data are represented by Table 3.

Table 3
Frequency Distribution by Age
Age Category

Frequency

Under 25

1

1.4

25-34

1

1.4

35-44

10

13.9

45-54

39

54.2

55-64

21

29.2

Question 5 on the demographic survey inquired

Percent

about

school type.

In

Kanawha County an elementary school is defined as a school with grades
kindergarten through fifth or sixth grades.
having grades six through eight.

A middle school is defined as

Junior high includes grades seven through
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nine.
12.

High schools in Kanawha County are either grades 10-12 or grades 9-

The data are presented in Table 4.

Table 4
Frequency Distribution by School Type
School Type

Frequency

Percent

Elementary

48

66.6

Middle School

4

5.5

Junior High

11

15.2

High School 10-12

6

8.3

High School 9-12

3

4.2

The final item on the demographic survey asked for the highest degree
held by the administrator.

The choices were masters, master’s + 15,

master’s +30, master’s +45, and doctorate. The data are represented in Table
5.
Table 5
Frequency Distribution by Educational Level
Highest Degree

Frequency

Percent

Master’s

1

1.4

Master’s + 15

1

1.4

Master’s + 30

15

20.8

Master’s + 45

53

73.6

Doctorate

2

2.8

Major Findings
Research question 1:

What effect does the principal’s preferred

leadership style have on the implementation levels of character education
programs?
means.

This question was tested using the t-test for differences in

The means were collected from the principals’ responses to the
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Character Education Assessment Checklist (CEAC).

The CEAC collected data

relevant to implementation levels of character education programs.

The

means were compared to scores the principals received on the Leadership
Behavior Questionnaire-Self (LBDQ-Self).

This instrument assessed the

leadership style of the principal as either Initiating Structure or
Consideration.

The mean score of the CEAC for Consideration was compared

to the mean score of the CEAC for Initiating Structure to test for
significance

between the means.

An alpha level of p < .05 was utilized and

no significant differences were found between the means.

The answer to

question one, then, is the principal’s preferred leadership style has no
significant effect upon implementation levels of character education
programs.

The data are represented in Table 6.

Table 6
T-Test Using Mean Scores of the CEAC

Equal Variances

t

df

Sig. (2-tailed)

-.299

67

-.290

52.68

MD

SE diff

.766

-4.8121

16.07

.773

-4.8121

16.61

assumed
Equal Variances
not assumed

Research question 2:

What effect does a leadership style of

consideration have on implementation levels of character education programs?
To further illuminate any possible relationships a linear regression was
constructed in order to obtain a clearer understanding of the raw data.

The

linear regression is a more powerful statistic and gives a more robust
representation of the data.

When using linear regression an alpha level of

p < .05 no significance was found when the administrators raw score for
consideration, according to the LBDQ-Self, was examined.

Therefore, the

answer to question two is the leadership style of consideration has no
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significant effect upon implementation levels of character education
programs.

The data are represented in Table 7.

Research question 3:

What effect does a leadership style of initiating

structure have on implementation levels of character education programs?
The linear regression using an alpha level of p < .05 found a significant
relationship between the principals initiating structure score, as
identified by the LDBQ-Self, and implementation levels of character
education programs.

As the initiating structure score increased there is a

significantly higher level of implementation of character education
programs. The data are represented in Table 7.
Table 7
Linear Regression for raw scores on the LBDQ-Self and CEAC
Variable
Consideration

B
1.559

SE
1.367

Beta
.140

Sig.
.258

Initiating Structure

3.135

1.424

.269

*.031

* p < .05
Ancillary Findings
Frequency distributions of

the data were aggregated from the Character

Education Assessment Checklist (CEAC).

Frequency distributions from each of

the seven subsections of the CEAC as well as the overall distribution were
aggregated.

The frequency distributions for each of the CEAC subsections

included: (a) Mission, (b) Stake Holder, (c) Environmental, (d) Program, (e)
Staff, (f) Student, and (g) Parent can be found in Appendix A.
presents the overall frequencies from the CEAC.

Table 8
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Table 8
CEAC Overall Frequency Distribution
Implementation Levels

Frequency

Percent

Not Implemented

1

1.4

Limited Implementation

2

2.8

Moderately Implemented

25

34.7

Almost Complete

33

45.8

Fully Implemented

11

15.3

Using Scheffe’s Post Hoc Analysis it was discovered that for
principals with a higher initiating structure score, as measured by the
LBDQ-Self, there was a significant difference based on school level.
Elementary and middle school principals had significantly higher levels of
implementation of character education programs than the 9-12 high school
principals. Table 9 presents the Scheffe’s Post Hoc analyses of these data.
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Table 9
Scheffe’s Post Hoc Analysis
Dependent School Type (I)
Variable
Overall
Elementary

School Type (J)
Middle School
Junior High
High School 10-12
High School 9-12

MD (I-J)
-.3841
.3826
-7.4534E-02
1.4493

SE

Sig.

.329
.265
.308
.452

.850
.720
1.000
*.046

Middle School

Elementary
Junior High
High School 10-12
High School 9-12

.3841
.7667
.3095
1.8333

.329
.392
.422
.537

.850
.437
.969
*.027

Junior High

Elementary
Middle School
High School 10-12
High School 9-12

-.3826
-.7667
-.4571
1.0667

.265
.392
.374
.500

.720
.437
.827
.345

7.453E-02
-.3095
.4571
1.5238

.308
.422
.374
.524

1.000
.969
.827
.088

.452
.537
.500
.524

*.046
*.027
.345
.088

High School 10-12 Elementary
Middle School
Junior High
High School 9-12
High School 9-12

Elementary
Middle School
Junior High
High School 10-12

-1.4493
-1.8333
-1.0667
-1.5238

* p < .05.

Chapter Summary
Of the 87 principals in the Kanawha County School (KCS) system, 72
(83%) participated in this study.

The purpose of the study was to determine

if there was a significant relationship between the principal’s leadership
style and levels of implementation of character education in KCS.
In order to obtain the aforementioned data, the LBDQ-Self was used to
collect data from the principals regarding their leadership styles.

Two

leadership styles, consideration and initiating structure were determined by
answering the questions on the LBDQ-Self.

The CEAC was used to obtain

implementation levels of character education programs in KCS.

The CEAC uses

a Likert scale to determine levels of implementation of character education.
The demographic survey was utilized to ascertain certain characteristics of
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the respondents. Data were analyzed using frequency tables, t-tests, linear
regression, and Scheffe’s Post Hoc Analysis.

The Statistical Product and

Service Solutions (SPSS) statistical program was used in analyzing the data.
Using a t-test it was determined that no significant relationship
between the principal’s preferred leadership style and levels of
implementation of character education in KCS existed.

However, when the

stronger statistical test of linear regression was applied a significance
was found between leadership style and levels of implementation of character
education. The higher the initiating structure score was on the LBDQ-Self,
the higher the implementation levels were for character education programs.
The demographic information also indicated that principals of
elementary and middle schools were significantly more likely to implement
character education than secondary principals.

The demographic data will

prove useful when further studies are conducted in the area of character
education.
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Chapter 5
Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations
Chapter 5 will present the summary, conclusions, and recommendations of
the study.

This chapter will be divided into seven sections as follows: (a)

summary of purpose, (b) summary of procedures, (c) summary of descriptive
data, (d) summary of findings, (e) conclusions, (f) recommendations, and (g)
implications.
Summary of Purpose
This study was intended to explore the relationship between the Kanawha
County School principals’ leadership style and implementation levels of
character education programs.

Demographic information was collected in

order to ascertain certain characteristics of the respondents.

The

principals’ leadership style was determined by using the Leadership Behavior
Description Questionnaire-Self (LBDQ-Self).

Implementation levels of

character education programs were determined by using the Character
Education Assessment Checklist (CEAC).

These instruments were used to

answer the following research questions:
1. What effect does the principal’s preferred leadership style have on
the implementation levels of character education programs?
2. What effect does a leadership style of consideration have on
implementation levels of character education programs?
3. What effect does a leadership style of initiating structure have on
implementation levels of character education programs?
The results of the statistical analyses varied depending upon the
analysis used.

Using the simple t-test there was no significant

relationship between the principal’s preferred leadership style and
implementation levels of character education programs.

However, when the

linear regression analysis was applied, significant relationships were
found. The higher the initiating structure score was for principals the
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higher the levels of implementation of character education programs.
Scheffe’s Post Hoc test indicated significance between elementary and middle
school principals and

9-12 high school principals.

Summary of Procedures
The population of this study was all principals in Kanawha County
Schools (n=87).

The population and sample were the same.

This was a one-

shot case study in which the principals answered questions about themselves
and their schools.
collect data.

A demographic sheet (Appendix B) was also utilized to

The data from the instruments were collected at the October

principals’ meeting.

The principals absent were sent an envelope with the

instruments enclosed.

The instructions for completion were also included

(Appendix C).

At the end of 2 weeks the non-attending principals also

received a follow-up phone call requesting the return of the completed
information.
The LBDQ-Self (Appendix D) is a 40 question instrument using a fivepoint Likert-type scale to determine the principal’s leadership style.

The

CEAC (Appendix E) is an 83 question instrument which uses a five-point
Likert-type scale to determine the implementation level of character
education programs in the school.

The principals’ meeting, as well as the

mailings, produced a response rate of 83%.

The return rate of 83% exceeded

the validation percentage required of 50% + one (Kerlinger, 1986).
The data collected were assigned numerical codes and statistically
analyzed using the Statistical Product & Service Solutions (SPSS) package.
An alpha level of p < .05 was used to determine statistical significance.
Summary of Descriptive Data
The following responses were collected on the demographic
questionnaire:

(a) gender, (b) number of years as a school administrator,

(c) age of respondent, (d) type of school, and (e) educational level of
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respondent. The questionnaire used was designed by the author with the
assistance of Dr. Paul Leary. Face validity of the demographic questionnaire
was established by a committee of experts.

These experts included

professors, doctoral degree candidates, and professional educators. Of the
72 respondents 39 (54.2%) were male and 33 (45.8%) were female.

The age

group with the least amount of administrators, for experience, is the 31-40.
A high number of administrators fall in the 11-20 years of experience range.
The third question, that of age, provides insight into our county.

Thirty-

nine (54.2%) were in the 45-54 age category and 21 (29.2%) were in the 55-64
age category.

A total of 61 (83.3%) of the county’s school administrators

are age 45 and above.

When analyzing the school type, 48 (66.6%) of the

principals surveyed were assigned to elementary schools and 24 (33.3%) were
assigned to secondary schools, a secondary school being defined as any
school with at least seventh grade or above.

An overwhelming majority 53

(73.6%) of the principals surveyed held a master’s + 45 degree
certification.
Summary of Findings
The results of the findings were mixed.

Using the t-test to analyze

the data, no significant relationship was found between the principals’
preferred leadership style and levels of implementation of character
education programs. However, when the stronger statistical test of linear
regression was utilized, a significant relationship was found to exist
between the principals leadership style and levels of implementation of
character education programs.

The higher the initiating structure score the

higher the levels of implementation of character education programs.

The

relationship between the initiating structure score and implementation
levels of character education was significant.
When studying the demographic information the findings were also mixed.
Elementary and middle school administrators were more likely
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to have higher implementation levels of character education programs when
initiating structure was the principals identified style, according to the
LBDQ-Self.

However, no significant relationship was found with regard to

gender, age or level of education.
Conclusions
After analyzing the data obtained from this study the following
conclusions were drawn.

The literature indicated that the principals’ role

within the school setting is one of influence (Kellerman, 1984; Northouse,
1997; Sergiovanni, 1994).

The results of the linear regression seem to

support the idea of a principal’s role as one of influence. There were
significantly higher levels of implementation of character education
programs, as the principals initiating structure score on the LBDQ-Self
increased. Northouse (1997) stated that the principal gives the school
direction and a program will not be successful unless it has the support of
the principal.

To be successful the principal must meld the many

personalities of the staff into

working relationships (Cherniss, 1998).

The findings from this study imply that principals with higher initiating
structure scores are able to assist their staff in developing working
relationships.
Gardner (1990) proposed that one of the many tasks of leadership is
goal setting. One could conclude that successful goal setting was verified
by the findings of the study.

In this study, the Post Hoc analyses

indicated that for elementary and middle school principal’s there were
significantly higher levels of implementation of character education
programs as compared to principals of the 9-12 high schools.

Examples of

initiating structure would include stressing the importance of deadlines and
job assignments and also insuring that subordinates reach their potential
(Yukl, 1989).

The ability of the principal to introduce a program to his or

her staff and obtain the approval of the staff for the program satisfies the
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staff’s need for coordination and commitment that must be met in order for
the staff to be successful (Sergiovanni, 1994).

One may conclude from the

findings of this study that, at the elementary and middle school levels, the
principals are more successful at gaining staff approval for a program.
When using the t-test to determine significant relationships between
leadership style and implementation levels of character education no
significance was indicated at any school level.

These findings contradict

what the literature has indicated concerning the principals’ level of
influence and goal setting ability for the staff (Gardner, 1990; Kellerman,
1984: Northouse, 1997; Sergiovanni, 1994). A conclusion may be drawn from
the findings of the t-test that the principals’ role in goal setting and
program development had no significant impact upon the implementation levels
of character education programs.

However, when linear regression was used a

significant difference was found between the principal’s leadership style
and implementation levels of character education programs.

Thus, one may

conclude that the linear regression would support the idea advanced by the
literature regarding the role of the principal in goal setting and program
development.
The literature states that the principal through his influence must
lead the staff in goal setting and is responsible for the success or failure
of programs established within the school (Gardner; Kellerman; Northouse;
Sergiovanni).

The linear regression showed that a significant relationship

did exist between the principals’ leadership style and implementation levels
of character education programs. The higher the initiating structure score
was on the LDBQ-Self for principals the higher the implementation levels of
character education programs.

The implementation levels were significant

when compared to those principals whose leadership style was identified as
consideration.

A conclusion may be drawn that as principals initiating

structure score rose they were more successful at goal setting and program
development.
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Recommendations
The analyses of the data collected from this study provide the basis
for the following recommendations:
1. The study should be replicated in other areas of West Virginia and the
United States.

In doing this, broader generalization of the data may

occur.
2. Future studies should examine the differences in elementary and middle
school principals as compared to junior and senior high principals
with relationship to character education programs.
3. It is recommended that future studies examine the reasons why the
higher initiating structure score also indicated a higher
implementation level of character education program at the elementary
and middle school levels and a higher consideration score did not have
higher implementation levels of character education.
4. It is recommended that the results of this study be made available to
the director of staff development for Kanawha County Schools (KCS) and
to the superintendent to develop training programs to improve the
implementation of character education programs in all of the schools.
5. It is recommended that future study examine school staff size as well
as school type to see if the number of employees a principal has to
supervise has a significant effect upon program implementation.
6. It is recommended that future studies examine the differences between
junior high and middle school principals. These principals deliver
services to roughly the same age groups; yet significance was found at
the middle school and not the junior high levels.
Implications
The mixed findings of this study indicate the need for further study.
When using the t-test there was no significant relationship found between
the principals’ preferred leadership style and levels of implementation of
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character education programs.

When using the linear regression a

significance was found to exist.

As the principal’s initiating structure

score on the LBDQ-Self increased there were significantly higher levels of
implementation of character education programs.

The significance indicated

that limited support exists for previous findings in the literature
concerning the principals’ level of influence and goal setting for the staff
(Gardner, 1990; Kellerman, 1984; Northouse, 1997; Sergiovanni, 1994).
Bennis & Goldsmith (1997) stated that if a principal wants to be a
leader, he must persuade the staff to accept his shared objectives.

The

results of the study implied that principals at the elementary and middle
school levels are better at persuading their staffs than those at the junior
and senior high levels.

The results of the study implied that elementary

and middle school principals, whose leadership style is initiating
structure, are able to provide their staffs with clearer goals and
objectives, and are more able to persuade these staffs to work towards goal
attainment.
Professors at institutions of higher education could find the results
of this study useful in training their students to become school
administrators. The characteristics of elementary and middle school
principals that distinguish them from other school administrators could be
identified and used as examples of goal setting and influence for students
training to become school administrators.
The results of this study implied that elementary and middle school
principals are better able to set goals for their staffs and guide them
towards goal attainment.

Other variables need to be studied before any

definite conclusions can be obtained and thus necessitate the need for
further study in this area.
be further examined.

Variables such as school configuration need to

Also, the number of employees a principal must
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supervise or the number of students in the building could affect the
principals’ ability to implement programs.
The United States has seen a resurgence of character education programs
in its schools (Lickona, 1993; Rhodes, 1998).

The principals in Kanawha

County Schools must examine their leadership styles and determine the method
for implementation of character education
needs of their schools.

programs which best meets the
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Table 10
Frequency Distribution by Mission
Level of Implementation
Not Implemented

Frequency
5

Percent
6.9

Limited Implementation

9

12.5

Moderately Implemented

14

19.4

Almost Complete

24

33.3

Fully Implemented

20

27.8

Frequency Distribution by Stake Holder
Levels of Implementation
Not implemented

Frequency
3

Percent
4.2

Limited Implementation

8

11.1

Moderately Implemented

23

31.9

Almost Complete

30

41.7

Fully Implemented

8

11.1

Frequency Distribution by Environmental
Levels of Implementation
Not Implemented

Frequency
1

Percent
1.4

Limited Implementation

8

11.1

Moderately Implemented

23

31.9

Almost Complete

30

41.7

Fully Implemented

8

11.1
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Frequency Distribution by Program
Implementation Levels
Not Implemented

Frequency
1

Percent
1.4

Limited Implementation

2

2.8

Moderately Implemented

17

23.6

Almost Complete

31

43.1

Fully Implemented

18

25.0

Implementation Levels
Not Implemented

Frequency
1

Percent
1.4

Limited Implementation

2

2.8

Moderately Implemented

17

23.6

Almost Complete

31

43.1

Fully Implemented

21

29.2

Implementation Levels
Not Implemented

Frequency
1

Percent
1.4

Limited Implementation

1

1.4

Moderately Implemented

17

23.6

Almost Complete

31

43.1

Fully Implemented

12

16.7

Frequency Distribution by Staff

Frequency Distribution by Student
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Frequency Distribution by Parent
Implementation Levels
Not Implemented

Frequency
2

Percent
2.8

Limited Implementation

4

5.6

Moderately Implemented

20

27.8

Almost Complete

33

45.8

Fully Implemented

13

18.1
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Survey of Kanawha County Schools Principals
DIRECTIONS
The following items have been designed to keep response item to a minimum
and to facilitate adequate data analysis. The information will be kept
confidential. If accurate data are unknown, please give approximations
which, in your judgement, represent an appropriate response.
1. Gender of respondent:
___Male
___Female
2. Total number of years as a school administrator:
____
3. Current age of respondent in years:
___Under

25

___45 - 54

___25 - 34

___55 - 64

___35 - 44

___Over 65

4. Type of School in which you are principal:
___Elementary

___Junior High

___Middle School

___Senior High (10-12)
___Senior High

5. Highest degree held by respondent:
___Masters

___MA + 45

___MA + 15

___Doctorate

___MA + 30

(9-12)
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September 28,

1998

Dear Principal:
You have been selected to participate in a research study of principals in
the Kanawha County School (KCS) system. The purpose of this study is to
determine the relationship of leadership styles of KCS principals and
implementation levels of character education programs in KCS.
Your participation in this is voluntary. You may choose not to respond to
any part of the study. Your responses will remain anonymous and neither
you, or your school will be identified in any subsequent reports. In
addition, your responses will remain anonymous to me as well. Please do not
put your name or school anywhere on the response sheets.
I would greatly appreciate it if you would take just a few minutes of your
time to complete the demographic questionnaire, the Character Education
Assessment Checklist* (CEAC) and the Leadership Behavior Description
Questionnaire-Self (LBDQ-Self) included in the packet of materials you have
been given. Your cooperation in the completion the survey instruments
included will prove invaluable in allowing me to complete this program.
When you have completed the instruments please, place them in the envelope
and I will collect them from you.
Thank you very much for your assistance in this research project!
Sincerely,

Tom Williams
*Only complete the implementation levels on the CEAC, DO NOT fill in the
ovals for importance.
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Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire-Self
DIRECTIONS
Read each item carefully. Think about how frequently you engage in the
behavior described by the item. Draw a circle around one of the five
letters following the item to show the answer you have selected.
A = Always
C = Occasionally

B = Often
D = Seldom
E = Never

As a Leader, I:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.

Do personal favors for group members
Make my attitudes clear to the group
Do little things to make it pleasant to be a member of
the group
Try out my new ideas with the group
Act as the real leader of the group
Am easy to understand
Rule with an iron hand
Find time to listen to group members
Criticize poor work
Give advance notice of changes
Speak in a manner not to be questioned
Keep to myself
Look out for the personal welfare of individual group members
Assign group members to particular tasks
Am the spokesman of the group
Schedule the work to be done
Maintain definite standards of performance
Refuse to explain my actions
Keep the group informed
Act without consulting the group
Back up the members in their actions
Emphasize the meeting of deadlines
Treat all group members as my equals
Encourage the use of uniform procedures
Get what I ask for from my superiors
Am willing to make changes
Make sure that my part in the organization is understood
group members
Am friendly and approachable
Ask that group members follow standard rules and regulations
Fail to take necessary action
Make group members feel at ease when talking with them
Let group members know what is expected of them
Speak as the representative of the group
Put suggestions made by the group into operation
See to it that group members are working up to capacity
Let other people take away my leadership in the group
Get my superiors to act for the welfare of the group members
Get group approval in important matters before going ahead
See to it that the work of group members is coordinated
Keep the group working together as a team

A B C D E
A B C D E
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A

B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B

C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C

D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D

E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E

A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A

B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B

C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C

D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D

E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
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Character Education Assessment Checklist*
DIRECTIONS
From your personal perspective, respond to the following statement while
reflecting on your school or district. Indicate the level of implementation
by filling in one response in the 5-point scale.
5. Fully implemented

3.

Moderately Implemented

4. Almost Complete

2.

Little Implementation

1. Not Implemented
Mission Components
1.1
A clear and realistic theory of character development is
summarized with documented support from current research
research
1.2
A brief and inspirational vision for successful character
education is written and included within all program
education
1.3
A mission statement is written and provides guidelines
consistent with character development theory for all
program activities
1.4
The program mission and vision are supported by a district
or school oversight committee
1.5
The program mission is prominently displayed in school
buildings and in school publications

5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1

Stakeholder Components
2.1
A stakeholder committee of administrators, licensed and
non-licensed staff, students, parents, and community members
reports to the district or to school administrators
5
2.2
The stakeholder committee develops consensus agreement
on the specific character goals of the program
5
2.3
Character goals are defined by specific age-appropriate
behaviors
5
2.4
A respected program leader is available at each site
5
2.5
Leaders are proactive in program implementation by
identifying participant concerns, securing necessary
resources, and facilitating progress
5
2.6
Leaders promote the use of time lines for program planning 5
2.7
2.8
2.9

Leaders use a variety of methods to communicate program
mission, goals, and progress to the school and community
Professional media are kept informed of program
mission and projects
Professional development supports the connection
between program theory and practice

4 3 2 1
4 3 2 1
4 3 2 1
4 3 2 1
4 3 2 1
4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1

*Developed by Dr. David Wangaard, this instrument also asks the respondents
to measure the importance of each item. This was not included in the
Appendix as it was not asked of the principals in the survey.
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2.10 Licensed and non-licensed staff, students, and volunteers
are provided training for programs relevant to
character education
2.11 An orderly and well supplied resource room provides
materials for training, and curriculum development
2.12 School policies, rules, and procedures support the
development of positive habits in students and adults, and
are published widely
2.13 The school budget supports relevant professional
and curriculum development, project work, recognition,
and assessment
2.14 Program leaders seek community aid to expand mission
impact
2.15 School facilities are open to extra-curricular activities
and continuing education, which integrate the
character-education mission into their objectives
2.16 A plan is established and objective standards are
written to describe successful implementation
2.17 Qualitative measures such as opinion surveys, interviews,
and observations are used to assess the program
2.18 Quantitative measures such as attendance records,
discipline records, and valid psychometric tests are
recorded to establish baseline measures for the program
Environmental Components
3.1 The school is a safe place to work and learn for staff
and students
3.2 The school building is clean and well maintained
3.3 The building’s layout, decor, and signs are welcoming
to students, staff, and visitors
3.4 Information about building use is clearly available
to the public
3.5 School displays, bulletin boards, and resource centers are
informative and inspirational regarding the character mission
Program Components
4.1 School programs are designed to encourage caring
and respectful student relationships, and student/staff
relationships
4.2 Morning announcements, school assemblies and
school communications advance the character-education
mission
4.3 Regular assemblies include opportunities for students
demonstrate skills and /or lead activities
4.4 Traditions, along with student, faculty, and community
recognition are promoted during school assemblies
4.5 A common vocabulary is heard throughout the school/
community which promotes the responsibility to make
positive character choices
4.6 Classroom meetings are held regularly to advance positive
class goals, group problem solving, and a student
recognition of belonging
4.7 The school supports a diverse assortment of student
clubs and co-curricular activities which promote student
leadership and the completion of meaningful tasks
4.8 Cooperative learning is used regularly as a teaching strategy
4.9 Conflict-resolution skills are taught school wide
4.10 Decision-making skill are taught school wide

5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
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5 4 3 2 1
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4
4
4
4

3
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2
2
2
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1
1
1
1
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4.11 Character themes are vocabulary are integrated into
school curricula with an emphasis on good literature and
reflective writing
4.12 The school curriculum includes recognition of a
diverse selection of heroes
4.13 The school/community has a mentoring program
for students
4.14 Discussions with moral lessons or examples
are regularly heard
4.15 Personal growth and group success are cited
regularly as motivating factors to demonstrate positive
character
4.16 Students are regularly involved with service projects
for the school or community
4.17 Student government is respected and provided
leadership training along with meaningful responsibilities
4.18 Volunteers are actively recruited from parents and the
community, and are provided relevant training to complete
tasks
4.19 Intrinsic motivation is cultivated for the advancement of
positive character
4.20 Students contribute to establishing classroom character
goals, rules and procedures, and logical consequences
4.21 Disciplinary consequences are clear, just and consistent
with promoting positive character decisions
4.22 Disciplinary consequences focus on student responsibility,
relationship, reflection and restitution
4.23 Attendance policies are clear and well published for
staff, students, and parents

5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3

2 1

5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1
5 4 3 2 1

Staff Components
5.1 All school staff can describe the theory and mission goals of the
character-education program
5 4 3
5.2 Positive character (respect and caring) is demonstrated
by staff during interactions with staff, students, and
parents
5 4 3
5.3 The school staff is available for conferences with students
and parents
5 4 3
5.4 Staff provide active support for extra-curricular programs
5 4 3
5.5 The staff is authoritative (sets clear limits, knows their content
area, sets high expectations, challenges students to achieve)
as opposed to being authoritarian or permissive
5 4 3
5.6 Staff use questioning strategies to promote student reflection on
character choices, responsibility, and logical consequences 5 4 3
5.7 Teachers are skilled facilitators of class meetings to
establish positive class expectations, class rules, and
consequences
5 4 3
5.8 Teachers integrate character themes into cognitive (thinking),
affective (emotional), and collaborative (action) elements
of curricula
5 4 3
5.9 Creative applications of character themes are displayed
in classrooms
5 4 3
5.10 Teachers plan weekly integration of character themes into
academic subjects
5 4 3
5.11 Teachers integrate relevant character-education topics into
lessons spontaneously
5 4 3
5.12 Staff attendance is excellent
5 4 3

2 1
2 1
2 1
2 1
2 1
2 1
2 1
2 1
2 1
2 1
2 1
2 1
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Student Components
6.1 Students can describe the vision and vocabulary of the
character-education program and identify specific projects
6.2 Students can identify school/community groups which
they belong to and where they make a meaningful
contribution
6.3 Students can provide specific examples of adults who
provide positive role models
6.4 Students serve in leadership roles
6.5 Students demonstrate the following skills:
(b) Assignment planning
(c) Ethical decision making
(d) Listening and speaking
(e) Conflict resolution and problem solving
(f) Collaborative learning
6.1 Student behavior demonstrates a respect for others and
property
6.2 Average daily student attendance is above 94 percent
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Parent Components
7.1 Parents can describe the mission goals of the character-education
program and identify specific components or projects
5 4
7.2 Parents receive a regular school news letter which
promotes the character-education program
5 4
7.3 Parents have opportunities to belong and make
meaningful contributions to school committees and
extra-curricular organizations
5 4
7.4 Character-education themes are promoted by the school
through the use of homework assignments
5 4
7.5 Parents can identify training opportunities for leadership
roles, coaching or club sponsorship, youth mentoring,
and parenting
5 4
7.6 Parents direct an active, well-attended organization
such as a PTA/PTO
5 4
7.7 A school volunteer program is involved throughout the school
with parents serving in the building each day
5 4
7.8 Parents are involved in leadership roles within the
character-education program
5 4

3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
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ABSTRACT

A Study of the Relationship of the Principals Preferred Leadership Style and
Levels of Implementation of Character Education Programs in Kanawha County
Schools

Thomas Williams

This study was conducted to determine if there was a relationship
between

the independent variable, leadership styles of Kanawha County

Schools (KCS) principals, and the dependent variable of implementation
levels of character education programs.
included all

principals in KCS

(n=87).

included all principals in KCS (n=87).
of data in the study included:

The population of the study
The sample used for the study also

The instruments used for collection

(a) Leadership Behavior Description

Questionnaire-Self (LBDQ-Self), (b) Character Education Assessment Checklist
(CEAC), and ( c ) Demographic Survey of KCS Principals.

The instruments

were completed by the respondents in the October’s Principal’s meeting.

The

respondents were encouraged to complete the instruments in an open and
honest manner and anonymity was insured for the respondent and their school.
The Statistical Product & Service Solutions (SPSS) package was used to
analyze the data collected.

A linear regression, t-test, frequency

distributions and a Scheffe’s post hoc analysis were used to determine
relationships.
The results of the t-test indicated that there was no significant
relationships.

However, the linear regression indicated there was a

significant relationship.

The linear regression indicated that as the

principals initiating structure score increased, as measured by the LBDQSelf, there were significantly higher levels of implementation of character
education.
The Scheffe’s Post Hoc Analyses indicated a significance at the
elementary and middle school levels when compared to the 9-12 high schools.
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The principals with initiating structure identified as their leadership
style, as measured by the LBDQ-Self,

had significantly higher levels of

implementation of character education programs than the principals of the 912 high schools.

